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» Importantly, intensity, P, .., and breakpoint displayed bidirectional predictive
associations with cannabis use, and across indices, the prospective pathway from use
to demand was consistently stronger.

Table 2. Correlations among demographic variables, cannabis use, and observed demand indices at baseline and 6-months. *p < .05, **p < .01

22631 7 097 145 421842 417217 758 = 2 023 » Findings highlight the value of assessing cannabis demand longitudinally, particularly
18555 7 100 000 373533 3689.08 138 2 503 LoD 3 Model il satistics with among clinical sar.nples., to Qetermlng how demand fluctuates in response to

cannabis use days with and without experimental manipulation, intervention, and treatment.
16719 7 100  .000 3668.95 362270 1.68 2 432  covariates. The full intensity model

included income as a covariate,

while models with breakpoint and Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors report no conflict of interest in the performance or publication of this

292 20 5 100 000 421275 417229  0.00 0 000 gmax_ingmded agilas a goglariate. a research. .The Contgnt IS solely the responsibility of the authors and _does not nec_essarily represent the official views
ngf'c‘z)'rrggtoe%rivﬁﬂ:‘ga”?thﬁ: ";’ﬁl;e of the National Institutes of Health, the Department of Veterans Affairs, or the United States Government.

lesige | ® | W | U eeEic | ety | DI | U | 0 it was riot conductad with Financial Support: KO1DA039311 (Aston), NIGMS COBRE grant P20GM130414 (Aston), NIAAA grant

7397 | & | 100 | o000 | 373713 369666 | coo | o | ooo oo K23AA028269 (Meshesha), NIDA grant T32DA016184 (Stevens), and NIDA grant RO1DA033425 (Metrik, Borsari).

Please address correspondence to:
R I Elizabeth Aston, PhD | Elizabeth_Aston@Brown.edu



	Slide Number 1

